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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 



Sir: 



In response to the Office Action mailed July 12, 2006 setting forth a restriction 
requirement. Applicant submits the following remarks for consideration. In the event any 
fees are required for the filing of this response, including in connection with any 
necessary extension of time (for which Applicant hereby petitions), please charge such 
fees to Deposit Account No. 1 0-0750. 

Claims 1-30 are pending. 

In the outstanding Office Action, the Examiner set forth a requirement under 35 
U.S.C. § 121 restricting Applicant to one of the following inventions: (I) claims 1-10; (II) 
claim 11; (III) claims 12-14; (IV) claims 15-17; (V) claims 18-25; (VI) claims 26 and 27; 
and (VII) claims 28-30. 



Applicant hereby elects Group I, claims 1-10 , directed to a receptor-ligand 
complex. This election is without traverse with respect to the restriction requirement 
between the elected group and each of Groups ll-VII. 

Applicant traverses, however, the restriction requirement between each of Groups 
V-VII, because both criteria for a proper restriction requirement have not been met. For a 
restriction requirement to be proper, (i) the inventions defined by the claim groups must 
be independent and distinct and (ii) the consideration of the groups of invention in the 
same application must impose a serious burden on the Examiner. See 35 U.S.C. § 121 
and M.P.E.P. § 803. In the present case, although the groups are directed to patentably 
distinct inventions, consideration of these groups together in one application would not 
impose a serious burden on the Examiner. As evidenced by the Examiner's search 
classification of the claims of Groups V-VII in the same class (435) and subclass (7.2), 
there would be no serious burden if restriction among these groups were not required. 
Accordingly, Groups V-VII should be rejoined. 

In view of the foregoing. Applicant respectfully requests prompt action on the 
merits of the elected claims of Group I. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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